Although standardized measures of prejudice reveal high levels of ethnocentric bias in the preschool years, it may reflect in-group favoritism or out-group prejudice. A measure that partially decouples the two attitudes was given to White children between 4 and 7 years of age to examine the reciprocal relation between and the acquisition and correlates of in-group and out-group attitudes. The two attitudes were reciprocally correlated in 1 sample from a racially homogeneous school but not in a 2nd sample from a mixed-race school. In-group favoritism did not appear until 5 years of age but then reached significant levels; it was strongly related to developing social cognitions. Out-group prejudice was weaker, but its targets suffer from comparison with the high favoritism accorded in-group members.
Distinct Social-Cognitive Correlates
The final issue of interest concerns the different underpinnings of in-group and out-group attitudes. Brewer (1999) suggested a more fundamental basis to in-group attachment, namely, the survival value of mutual trust and cooperation with in-group members, whether they are personally related or not. From a developmental perspective, in-group favoritism is likely to be associated with prevalent and early-developing cognitive representations. Two such cognitions are ethnic self-identification and group categorization. Tajfel (1978) originally suggested that prejudice begins once the child has learned to categorize ethnic groups and to identify with one. Support for this view comes mainly from studies of children placed into one of two teams who then evaluate their own team more positively than the other team (see Bigler, Brown, & Markell, 2001 , who assessed both positive and negative evaluations; D. Nesdale & Flesser, 2001; Yee & Brown, 1992) . But there is little evidence of a strong negative evaluation reflecting prejudice in these studies. Perhaps only in-group attachment emerges from these cognitions, especially when natural groups, rather than experimentally created ones, are considered (Brewer, 1979) . The step from categorization and self-identification to attachment is thought to require a cognitively simple process of generalization from the self to similar others, whereas the step to out-group prejudice may require a more difficult social comparison in which the degree of difference is noted and translated into an evaluation (Aboud & Amato, 2001; Cameron et al., 2001 ). Alternatively, children may simply infer that similarity is good and difference is bad. Therefore, in the present study, simple forms of categorization and self-identification were assessed, comparable to Tajfel's minimal group manipulation, by asking children whether they recognized in-group and out-group members and knew which group they belonged to. A more common form of categorization, that is, accentuation of within-group homogeneity and betweengroups difference, was also assessed because it has been implicated in in-group attachment as well as out-group stereotyping and prejudice (Brewer & Brown, 1998; Katz, Sohn, & Zalk, 1975) .
A more general way of thinking that is common among preschoolers is the tendency to attend to only one dominating cue. This manifests as an inability to conserve quantities and to categorize people using multiple attributes. Dominated by one dimension of appraisal, the unsophisticated preoperational child may be constrained to conclude that the in-group is good and the out-group is bad. Later-developing processes associated with multiple classification and conservation are credited with the frequently noted rise in middle childhood of positive out-group attitudes (e.g., Bigler & Liben, 1993; Clark et al., 1980) , although they are also associated with a more balanced-negative as well as positivein-group evaluation. Once again, it is important to determine whether these abilities are associated with in-group and/or outgroup attitudes. Because the focus here was on the acquisition rather than the decline of favoritism and prejudice, I studied an age group that would largely lack conservation and multiple classification skills. Brewer (1999) mentioned specific conditions that promote an extension of in-group favoritism to out-group prejudice. One of these is the translation of in-group preference to in-group superiority, called moral superiority. The construct closest to this in the child literature is known as egocentrism or sociocentrism, described as a fixation on one's in-group perspective (Piaget & Weil, 1951) . It is manifest in judgments that the in-group perspective is the only right one and that out-group perspectives are wrong, as opposed to judgments that both perspectives are right (Aboud, 1981) . The second condition concerns children's perception of their social world as segmented into racial/ethnic groups. Brewer (1999) suggested that seeing social groups as highly correlated with race, rather than as mixed, would give rise to group comparisons and prejudice.
In this article, two studies are described that tested hypotheses derived from Brewer's (1999) analysis concerning whether, during the years when children acquire race-related attitudes, in-group and out-group attitudes show differences in relation to each other, to age, and to social cognitions such as recognition, identification, group homogeneity, conservation, multiple classification, egocentrism, and racial sorting. The first study examined these hypotheses with children between 4 and 7 years of age and included cognitions related to identification and categorization. The second study, conducted at a different school, focused on a narrower age range during which children were expected to show in-group favoritism, in order to determine if in-group and out-group attitudes were distinct.
Study 1

Method Participants
Eighty White children (42 boys and 38 girls) between the ages of 3 years 9 months and 6 years 11 months were tested. The mean age was 5 years 7 months; 23 children were under 5 years of age, 27 were between 5 and 6 years, and 30 were between 6 and 7 years. The children lived in a predominantly White suburban community outside a large metropolitan city and attended preschool or after-school programs in the area. They had little direct contact with Black or Native Indian people living in nearby communities; approximately 10% of the school populations were visible minorities, and teachers were predominantly White.
Attitude Measures
Preschool Racial Attitude Measure (Williams et al., 1975) . The PRAM Series A consists of six positive and six negative evaluation items to measure pro-White/anti-Black bias, as well as four gender-stereotype filler items. The original pictures of Black and White stimulus persons (male and female) were redrawn to vary hair texture as well as skin color. For each evaluative adjective, the child was shown the corresponding picture of a White person and a Black person and was asked which of the two fit the description. One point was given for choosing a White figure in response to a positive evaluation, and one point was given for choosing a Black figure in response to a negative evaluation. The maximum score was 12. As defined by Williams and Morland (1976) , high scores of from 9 to 12 indicate pro-White/anti-Black bias.
Multiresponse Racial Attitude measure (Doyle & Aboud, 1995) . The MRA was used to derive separate indices of positive and negative attitudes and to permit the calculation of bias toward Whites, Blacks, and Native Indians. Twenty evaluative adjectives, 10 positive and 10 negative, taken from the PRAM, along with 4 neutral filler items, were each presented along with a concrete behavioral example depicted identically on three 20 ϫ 20 cm cards. The cards were to be sorted among three boxes, labeled as belonging to a White child, a Black child, and a Native Indian child. The boxes were identified by same-sex colored drawings of heads, differing only in skin color and hair texture. That is, a boy set and a girl set of stimulus persons were created for this and subsequently described measures (except multiple classification) so that participants responded to stimuli of their own gender.
For each adjective, the child was handed the three identical cards and was instructed to place them in the box or boxes of "people who are that way." For example, one item read, "Some children are naughty. They often do things like drawing on the wall with crayons. Who is naughty? Is it the Black child, the White child, the Indian child, or more than one child who is naughty?" The cards depicted an apartment wall with crayon marks on it. Other items can be found in the Appendix.
The number of evaluative adjectives assigned to each box was tallied. Six scores were initially derived, a positive score and a negative score for each of the three racial groups, each with a possible range from 0 to10. An in-group evaluation score ranging from Ϫ10 (very unfavorable) to ϩ10 (very favorable) was created by subtracting the number of negative evaluations from the number of positive evaluations. An out-group evaluation score was similarly derived from the difference (positive Ϫ negative) in Black evaluations. Because we did not intend to examine predictors of attitudes toward Native Indians, and lacked parallel measures with this target group, reactions to Native Indians were not further analyzed, although the means were similar to those found by Doyle and Aboud (1995) . The traditional measure of composite prejudice was also calculated to reflect how much more favorable children were to the in-group than to the out-group (in-group Ϫ out-group).
Internal consistency was calculated for each of the six scores by examining responses to the 10 items comprising it. In this sample, Cronbach's alphas were .90 for positive White, .89 for negative White, .83 for positive Black, and .79 for negative Black. Test-retest reliabilities 1 across a 2-week interval for an independent sample of children from 4 to 7 years were as follows: r(22) ϭ .48 for positive White, .66 for negative White, .68 for positive Black, and .71 for negative Black ( ps Ͻ .05). The difference scores were more reliable: White, r(22) ϭ .61; Black, r(19) ϭ .80 ( ps Ͻ .05). T tests conducted on the pairs of test and retest scores yielded no significant differences on any of these variables; on average, the difference between test and retest scores varied from .13 to .96.
Convergent validity for the MRA has been found with Bigler et al.'s (2001) attitude measure, which uses a different response format in asking how many children from each group, presented separately, have an evaluative trait (none, some, half, most, or all; Zargarpour, 2001) . The influence of social desirability has been ruled out with the use of a number of strategies; these include nonsignificant correlations of attitudes with scores on the Children's Social Desirability scale and high similarity between evaluations done to reflect the child's own attitude and evaluations done to reflect the attitude of a friend, for whom social desirability concerns might be lower (Aboud & Fenwick, 1999; Doyle, Beaudet, & Aboud, 1988) . Predictive validity has been demonstrated by showing (a) positive correlations between favorable out-group evaluations on the MRA and favorable out-group statements in children's private dyadic discussions and (b) negative correlations between favorable in-group evaluations and unfavorable in-group statements (Aboud & Doyle, 1996) . Also, favorable outgroup evaluations correlate with having more out-group companions (as reported by classmates), nominating fewer out-group nonfriends, and reporting a higher quality friendship with an out-group classmate (Aboud, Mendelson, & Purdy, in press ).
Social Cognition Measures
Recognition of racial cues and self-identification. Children were shown photographs of three Whites, three Blacks, and three Native Indians and were asked to point to the ones who were White, Black, and Indian. The photographs were of unfamiliar same-sex children, of approximately the same age as the participants, who had been judged by 40 Black and White college students to be of intermediate attractiveness. The number of Black and White stimulus peers accurately recognized constituted the child's recognition score (which could range from 0 to 6).
The following self-identification questions were asked in varying order: "Are you a White Canadian?" "Are you a Black Canadian?" "Are you a Canadian Indian?" The child received one point for each correct answer, that is, yes to the White question and no to the others. A self-identification score (from 0 to 2) was created by summing the correct answers to the White and Black questions.
Group homogeneity. This measure was intended to assess how much children minimized within-group differences compared with betweengroups differences. Children were asked to rate the dissimilarity of six pairs of different-race photographs of children and six pairs of same-race photographs of children. The photographs described previously were used, and ratings were made on a 60-cm same-different board spread from left to right on the table. The children were given one pair of photos at a time and were asked to place them, facing each other on the board, closer together the more similar they were judged to be and farther apart the more different they were judged to be (Aboud & Mitchell, 1977) . Perceived dissimilarity was the distance in centimeters between the two. Two variables were created to reflect group homogeneity. In-group homogeneity was the mean distance between the two Black-White pairs minus the mean distance between the two White pairs (i.e., White-Black dissimilarity minus WhiteWhite dissimilarity). An out-group homogeneity score was created by subtracting Black-Black dissimilarity from White-Black dissimilarity. Higher scores reflect perceptions of within-group homogeneity, and lower scores reflect within-group differentiation. For example, a child who judged the between-groups (White-Black) pairs of stimuli to be very different might place them, on average, 50 cm apart; if the same child judged the within-group (Black-Black) pairs to be quite similar, placing them 20 cm apart, this would yield an out-group homogeneity score of 50 Ϫ 20 ϭ 30. Another child with the same between-groups judgment might perceive the within-group pair to be relatively different, placing them 40 cm apart; this would yield a low homogeneity score of 50 Ϫ 40 ϭ 10. Subtracting the within-group score from the between-groups score eliminated potential differences in children's use of the board (possible range ϭ Ϫ60 to ϩ60). Alpha coefficients for this sample were .64 for White-Black ratings and .65 for within-group ratings. Previous studies with kindergarteners have found coefficients of .73 and .80, respectively (Doyle & Aboud, 1995) . Construct validity for these distance judgments comes from a study involving comparisons of self with various in-group and out-group members among 5-9-year-old White and Native Indian children; White children placed drawings of themselves closer to White photos than to several different out-group photos, whereas Native Indian children placed drawings of themselves closer to Native Indian photos (Aboud & Mitchell, 1977) .
Conservation. Level of concrete operational thinking was evaluated using an adaptation (Gulko, Doyle, Serbin, & White, 1988) of the Goldschmidt and Bentler Concept Assessment Kit. Seven conservation tasks were administered: area, number, substance, continuous quantity, weight, discontinuous quantity, and volume, in that order. Answers that demonstrated conservation with at least a partially correct explanation were scored as correct; the number of correct answers was the conservation score (possible range from 0 to 7).
Multiple cross-cutting classification. Two-and three-way classification tasks were used (Arlin, 1981) . The tasks required simultaneous attention to two or three attributes. Each task had three problems: shapes, objects, and people. For example, the two-way people problem used pictures of Black and White men and women. Three pictures were placed in the quadrants of a square so that race and gender were varied systematically. The child was asked to choose from among four other pictures of Black and White men and women the one that belonged in the fourth quadrant. Instead of following the usual procedure of asking children to explain their choices verbally, I challenged them by presenting them with an alternative choice. If the correct picture was chosen, an incorrect one was subsequently offered to see if the child would reject it. If an incorrect picture was chosen, a correct one was offered to see if the child would accept it. A score of 0 was given if the answer sequence was selectincorrect and alternative-incorrectly rejected. A score of 2 was given if the sequence was select-correct and alternative-correctly rejected. A score of 1 was given for the other sequences, in which only one response was correct. The three-way classification task used pictures that varied on three dimensions-race, sex, and age; the matrix was to be completed by selecting from among eight pictures. A score for multiple classification was obtained by summing scores for the six items (possible range was from 0 to 12). Although the tasks have been used with children as young as kindergarten age, it was expected that most children in this sample would obtain low scores. These would hopefully allow concentration on the acquisition, rather than the decline, of in-group favoritism and out-group prejudice. The alpha coefficient was .66 in a sample of kindergarteners and .51 in this sample.
Procedure
The children were tested individually by a White woman in three sessions that took place several weeks apart. The order of the measures was counterbalanced, with the restriction that attitude measures be given in separate sessions.
Results and Discussion
Intercorrelations among the measures, along with sample means, standard deviations, and ranges, are presented in Table 1 . Correlations indicate that in-group evaluation, self-identification, perceived out-group homogeneity, and conservation increased significantly ( p Ͻ .05) with age.
Hypothesis 1: The Reciprocal Relation of In-Group and Out-Group Evaluations
To evaluate whether in-group and out-group evaluations were reciprocally related, correlations were calculated with age partialed out. The correlation of interest concerns the positive-negative difference scores (D scores) reflecting, on balance, how much more positive than negative were children's evaluations of each group. In-group and out-group evaluations were correlated, r(79) ϭ Ϫ.40, p Ͻ .01, indicating that more positive in-group evaluations were associated with more negative, or less positive, out-group evaluations (see Table 2 ). On positive items alone, the in-group/out-group correlation was significant, r(79) ϭ .26, p Ͻ .05; responses to negative items alone were nonsignificantly correlated, r(79) ϭ .15. Thus, greater independence was found here on negative items. It was also interesting to note that negative evaluations of the in-group were meaningfully associated with positive evaluations of the out-group, r(79) ϭ .60, p Ͻ .01; these two indices are important components of an unbiased attitude and are prominently reflected in their respective D scores (see Table 2 ). The two components of a biased attitude-namely, positive ingroup and negative out-group evaluations-were also correlated in this sample, r(79) ϭ .43, p Ͻ .01.
A second way to demonstrate the reciprocal relation was to examine the frequency distribution of in-group and out-group evaluations. In-group and out-group scores were categorized as positive (scores from 1 to 10), neutral (0), or negative (Ϫ1 to Ϫ10). The 3 ϫ 3 bivariate distribution of children into these three categories, for in-group and out-group evaluations, revealed that certain combinations were more prevalent than others, 2 (4, N ϭ 80) ϭ 31.78, p Ͻ .01. In particular, among the 50 (62.5%) who were in-group positive, 30 (60%) were out-group negative, 8 (16%) were out-group neutral, and 12 (24%) were out-group positive. Among the 20 who were in-group neutral, 1 (5%) was out-group negative, 16 (80%) were out-group neutral, and 3 (15%) were positive toward the out-group. Among the 10 who were in-group negative, 5 (15%) were out-group negative, 1 (10%) was out-group neutral, and 4 (40%) were positive toward the out-group.
Although the PRAM confounds in-group and out-group attitudes, it was interesting to see that it correlated significantly with in-group favoritism, r(79) ϭ .27, p Ͻ .02, but not with out-group prejudice, r(79) ϭ .09, ns (see Table 2 ). Consequently, it appears that in-group and out-group evaluations are reciprocal at this age but that single-response attitude measures reflect in-group attachment and not out-group prejudice.
Hypothesis 2: Primacy of In-Group Versus Out-Group Evaluations
The second question concerned the age at which PRAM proWhite/anti-Black bias scores and MRA in-group and out-group evaluations were present and whether the former developed sooner and rose more quickly than the latter. Age differences on the scores were examined with separate one-way analyses of variance after it was determined that there were no gender effects or Age ϫ Gender interactions. Significant effects were followed up with NewmanKeuls tests to compare means. Significant levels of in-group and out-group evaluations were determined through t-test differences from zero (neutrality). Because of the potential for a nonlinear relation between age and attitudes, the sample was divided into three age groups (see Table 3 ).
The PRAM showed high levels of bias in the youngest group, which did not differ from the two older groups. Over 65% of the 4-year-olds scored in the biased range of 9 and above; 80% of the 6-year-olds were biased. On the MRA, the in-group evaluation score was significantly higher in the 5-and 6-year-old groups. Children of these ages also had levels significantly higher than zero according to t tests, t(26) ϭ 6.58 and t(29) ϭ 5.65, respectively, ps Ͻ .01, whereas those under age 5 had levels nonsignificantly different from zero. The age difference appears to be largely due to a lower negative evaluation of the in-group in older children rather than to a different positive evaluation, which was already high at 4 years. Thus, children were, on balance, more favorable toward their in-group only after the age of 5 years. The MRA out-group evaluation score showed no age difference. Only the 5-year-olds had scores significantly lower than zero, t(26) ϭ 2.16, p Ͻ .05. Consistent with this finding, neither positive nor negative evaluations of the out-group varied significantly with age. The MRA composite score, which compares how much more favorable children are to their in-group than to the out-group, showed significantly higher levels in the 5-and 6-year-old groups, whose scores were also greater than zero, t(26) ϭ 5.15 and t(29) ϭ 3.85, respectively, ps Ͻ .01. Consequently, on the basis of their evaluative judgments, 5-year-olds, but not 4-year-olds, were positive to their in-group and negative toward the out-group, although the former attitude increased more sharply with age and reached high levels among a larger proportion of children. Outgroup prejudice was consistently low and was significant among 5-year-olds only.
Hypothesis 3: Distinct Social-Cognitive Correlates
The third question concerned social-cognitive underpinnings of in-group and out-group attitudes in this age range. Age differences on social-cognitive variables were examined with separate oneway analyses of variance (see Table 3 ). Only conservation differed significantly with age; Newman-Keuls comparisons revealed that 6-year-olds were better conservers than both younger groups, who did not differ from each other. Of all the variables, only selfidentification showed a restricted range-specifically, a ceiling effect-which thus prevented this variable from accounting for variation in attitudes. Judging from the descriptive statistics, recognition appeared to be relatively easy for this age group, although as expected, the concrete operational skills of conservation and multiple classification covered the full range but were difficult for the youngest. Hierarchical multiple regressions, with age entered first and the cognitions entered as a block, were conducted on the in-group and out-group evaluation scores separately. Standardized and unstandardized beta coefficients are presented in Table 4 along with significance levels based on t tests. One-tailed tests of significance were used because of the expected direction of relations.
Social-cognitive predictors explained a significant amount of the individual difference in PRAM scores (see Table 4 ). Recognition of others' group affiliations, in-group differentiation (low homogeneity), and out-group homogeneity were associated with higher PRAM bias, whereas conservation and multiple classification were associated with lower bias. Though MRA in-group evaluation was more positive with increasing age, it was less positive in children with higher conservation scores. MRA outgroup evaluation also became more negative with age and more positive with conservation, but the relations were nonsignificant. Thus, beyond age, the cognitive variables were not strongly related to MRA group evaluations, except for conservation, which was associated with less bias among some of the older children.
Study 2: Replication and Extension
This study included only children in the 5-6-year range in order to focus on individual rather than age variations in in-group favoritism and out-group prejudice. Few 4-year-olds appeared to have polarized attitudes, most distributing the MRA evaluations in a balanced manner. Also, without the older 6-year-olds, I thought I might eliminate the impact of concrete operational skills such as conservation, which was associated with a decline in rather than an acquisition of bias. In addition, a sample of children from a more racially mixed school participated. Although contact by itself does not necessarily reduce bias, it provides opportunities for personal experience to influence out-group evaluations (Schofield & Eurich-Fulcer, 2001 ) and so might alter the reciprocal relation between in-group and out-group attitudes. A second goal in Study 2 was to examine more social-cognitive predictors of out-group prejudice. Because Study 1 found that in-group and out-group attitudes were reciprocally related, I tested several of Brewer's (1999) suggestions as to why children with in-group attachment might possess out-group prejudice. Two that seemed appropriate for this age group were children's perceptions that their social world is racially segmented and judgments that only the in-group is right. Concerning racial segmentation, sorting procedures have been used to show that young children sort pictures of people into two piles using either race or gender (Bigler & Liben, 1993; Ramsey, 1991) , yet this finding attests only to the salience of one attribute over the other. When not forced to sort into only two groups, preschoolers tend to create small groups of interactants (Pinker, 1995) . Thus instructions that allow for unlimited piles may elicit a more realistic picture of how children perceive social groups than may the two-pile procedure. So, one social-cognitive variable in Study 2 was the number of stimulus people, varying along four attributes, who were placed into singlerace versus mixed-race piles. Children who put more pictures into single-race piles were expected to have more negative out-group attitudes. Whether these perceptions were socially determined or tied to cognitive constraints that prevented the child from perceiving multiple cross-cutting categories was not assessed here.
The second determinant of out-group prejudice was described as a form of moral superiority in which different perspectives were interpreted as wrong (Brewer, 1999) . Piaget and Weil (1951) studied a similar phenomenon in children, called egocentrism or sociocentrism, in which the in-group is considered to have the only correct perspective. Both Brewer and Piaget and Weil implied that the belief in in-group superiority would be associated with ingroup favoritism and out-group prejudice. Although there are developmental reasons for expecting younger children to organize stimuli into single-race piles and to assume egocentrically the rightness of only their own perspective, no study has yet determined whether these behaviors are associated with in-group and/or out-group evaluations. Also included was the measure of group homogeneity from Study 1. Recognition and self-identification were omitted because both should be within the abilities of all children this age; conservation and multiple classification tasks were again given but were difficult for most.
Method Participants
Thirty-six White kindergarteners (21 boys and 15 girls) between the ages of 5 years 3 months and 6 years 8 months were tested. The mean age was 5 years 10 months. The children attended a racially mixed school in classes where up to 40% of the children might be visible minorities. Teachers, however, were White Canadians of European backgrounds.
Multiresponse Racial Attitude Measure
The MRA was given as in Study 1.
Social Cognition Measures
Group homogeneity. This measure was described in Study 1. Sameage and same-sex pictures from the following race-segmented sorting task were used to make six Black-White (␣ ϭ .86), three White-White (␣ ϭ .69), and three Black-Black (␣ ϭ .62) judgments on a 60-cm board.
Race-segmented sorting. This measure allowed children to organize photos of people into any number of piles of "people who belong together" so that the children's perceptions of social segmentation could be determined. Sixteen same-sex pictures depicted people who varied factorially on attributes of age (child or adult), shirt color (red or yellow), facial expression (smiling or neutral), and skin color (white or brown). Children were instructed to look carefully at each picture, as they were laid out on the table, and to put the pictures into piles of "people who belong together" using as few or as many piles as needed. The number of pictures put into single-race piles (meaning that only one race of people were found in that pile) was the index used. Because children used, on average, 4 piles, and the range of 1-9 piles was unrelated to age, most had the opportunity to place from 0 to all of the 16 pictures in single-race piles. The number of in-group pictures in single-race piles correlated .84 with the number of out-group pictures in single-race piles, so they were combined.
Egocentric superiority (Aboud, 1981) . This task measured whether children judged two different preferences, their own and someone else's, as both right (reconcile) or as one right and one wrong (egocentric). First, children rated their own preferences for same-sex photographs of two White, two Black, and two Chinese children on a 60-cm liking board (closer together the more the pictured child was liked and farther away the less the pictured child was liked). The children were asked to compare and evaluate their own ratings with those of three other children in the following manner: (a) The tester showed a photo of another child of the leastliked ethnicity and indicated that child's preferences by setting up identical photos on a second board in the reverse order to the participating child's preferences. The tester then asked the child, "This is how you put them; this is how [s/he] put them. Are they the same or are they different? Are both of you right or is someone wrong?" (b) The tester showed a photo of a child from the second-to-last-placed ethnicity and indicated that child's preferences, again in reverse order, but with that child's in-group as most liked. Again the tester asked the participating child if both were right or if someone was wrong. (c) The tester then showed a photo of a child from the most-liked ethnicity and indicated that child's preferences, again in reverse order to the participating child's preferences, asking if both were right or if someone was wrong. For each item, 1 point was given if the child indicated that only self-preferences were right (range ϭ 0 -3).
Procedure
A White woman tested the children in two separate sessions. The first session included the measures of group homogeneity, sorting, and egocentrism. The second session included the MRA and an intergroup behavior measure not described in this article. Conservation and multiple classification tasks were given at the end of the first session but are omitted from further analysis because scores were very low (e.g., only 1 child conserved substance).
Results
Intercorrelations among the measures and age are presented in Table 5 . Correlations with age were significant only for single-race sorting. T tests on each measure indicated no gender differences, and so data from boys and girls were combined.
Correlations between in-group and out-group evaluations on the MRA, with age partialed out, were nonsignificant in this sample, r(35) ϭ Ϫ.08 (see Table 6 ). Children with, on balance, positive evaluations of their own group were not necessarily negative toward the out-group. Also, unlike the findings in Study 1, ingroup and out-group evaluations were significantly correlated on negative items, r(35) ϭ .35, p Ͻ .05, but not on positive items, r(35) ϭ .21, ns, although once again, the two components of an unbiased attitude-namely, negative in-group and positive outgroup evaluations-were highly correlated.
As in the previous study, the 3 ϫ 3 bivariate distribution of in-group and out-group scores (positive, neutral, or negative) was significant at the .01 level, 2 (4, N ϭ 36) ϭ 18.37. Of the 22 (61.1%) in-group positive children, 10 (45.5%) were negative toward the out-group, 2 (9%) were neutral, and 10 (45.5%) were positive. Of the 9 who were in-group neutral, 1 (11.1%) was positive toward the out-group, 7 (77.8%) were neutral, and 1 (11.1%) was negative. Of the 5 in-group negative children, 3 (60%) were also negative toward the out-group, and 2 (40%) were positive toward the out-group. This distribution is strong evidence for the likelihood of children holding positive in-group and outgroup attitudes simultaneously, although in most cases in-group positive scores were higher.
Hypothesis 2 concerns the levels of in-group and out-group evaluations at this age. Table 7 presents means, standard deviations, and ranges. T test comparisons of the means with zero indicated that in-group evaluation was significantly greater than zero, t(35) ϭ 3.98, p Ͻ .01. Out-group evaluation did not differ from zero, t(35) ϭ .74, ns. The MRA composite score was also significantly greater than zero, t(35) ϭ 3.16, p Ͻ .01, indicating that children were more favorable to their in-group than to the out-group.
Hypothesis 3, concerning the correlates of in-group and outgroup attitudes, was tested with multiple regression analyses on in-group and out-group evaluations. Judging from their descriptive statistics and skew, the social-cognitive variables examined as correlates of attitudes were normally distributed with a wide range of scores. To keep the number of predictors down, I excluded age, although the results did not change when it was included. Beta coefficients are presented in Table 8 along with significance levels based on t tests. Once again, in-group attitudes were more consistently related to social cognitions than were out-group attitudes.
Children evaluated their group more positively if they showed less in-group homogeneity, more egocentrism, and more sorting into single-race piles. None of the social cognitions accounted for out-group evaluation.
General Discussion
Overall, the findings indicate that in-group favoritism was significantly related to out-group prejudice in the first sample but not the second. Even when the correlation was significant, in-group positivity was sometimes associated with out-group positivity or neutrality, although it was more frequently associated with prejudice. At this young age, in-group favoritism appeared to be developing quickly and strongly, whereas out-group prejudice changed more slowly and reached statistically significant levels only among 5-year-olds in one sample. Furthermore, attitudes toward in-group and out-group appeared to be associated with different social cognitions. Although these data came from only two Canadian samples, they demonstrate that at an age when children are beginning to form racial attitudes, in-group attachment is their primary concern. Out-group members suffer more from comparison than from outright hostility.
Reciprocal Nature of In-Group and Out-Group Attitudes
The first sample of children, who came from a relatively homogeneous school, showed a reciprocal relation between in-group and out-group attitudes; children who were, on balance, more positive to their in-group were most likely to hold negative attitudes toward the out-group. Children from the mixed-race school did not consistently hold reciprocal attitudes; positive-in-group children were equally divided in their attitudes toward the out-group. Therefore, at this age, children are capable of possessing highly positive in-group attitudes and only slightly less positive, rather than negative, out-group attitudes. Theories assuming an automatic translation of in-group favoritism to out-group prejudice on the basis of universal motives to maximize distinctiveness or derive positive comparisons need to be modified.
The difference in findings between the two samples points to the need to consider different routes by which children develop outgroup attitudes. Children in the first sample, who had little personal experience with out-group members, may have used their in-group attachment as a reference by which to evaluate others who looked different. In contrast, those who had personal experience with out-group peers may have instead used their experiences to develop more balanced and independent out-group evaluations.
An examination of the four Valence ϫ Target indices available from the MRA highlights the basis of reciprocal in-group/outgroup evaluations when they occur. Children in the sample that showed a reciprocal relation tended to assign more of the 10 negative traits to the out-group if they assigned most of the 10 positive ones to their own group, whereas the sample that showed independent attitudes did not. On the other hand, both samples showed a fairly consistent tendency to assign more of the positive traits to the out-group if they assigned more negative traits to their own group. The latter two indices appear to reflect tolerance and introduce a more balanced attitude by countering the indices known to reflect bias (i.e., positive in-group traits and negative out-group traits). One may speculate that if in-group attitudes are indeed psychologically primary (Allport, 1954) , it is children's realistic acknowledgment of negative in-group qualities that directs their attention to the potential positive qualities of out-group members. These evaluations may be appropriate to target in childhood interventions (Aboud & Doyle, 1996) . Another focus in such interventions would be to support the disengagement of negative out-group evaluations from positive in-group evaluations.
In-Group Favoritism
The second hypothesis was largely confirmed in that in-group favoritism, once it appeared at 5 years of age, exceeded out-group prejudice. It was present in 64%-77% of children who were 5 years old and older and was significantly greater than neutrality at this age.
Of the social and cognitive variables associated with in-group favoritism, group self-identification was the weakest (see also Bennett et al., 1998) . By 4 years of age, most children had reached a ceiling, with scores of 1.9 out of 2; thus they knew they were White Canadian and not Black Canadian but did not yet show an in-group preference. These children would presumably develop an in-group preference shortly, but self-identification by itself did not trigger it. As measured here, both self-identification and recognition of group membership may have been unable to explain attitude differences simply because they were too easy and lacked variation. However, in-group favoritism was higher among those with poor conservation (Study 1), those with less perceived ingroup homogeneity, those who did more sorting into single-race piles, and those who showed egocentric superiority (Study 2). Generally, these correlates were distinctively associated with ingroup attitudes, except for conservation, which in the first study was associated with less positive in-group attitudes and nonsignificantly more positive out-group attitudes. Conservation appears to overwhelm other cognitions in explaining individual variation in attitudes when the sample includes conservers and nonconservers (e.g., Clark et al., 1980) . Other variables became relevant in the second study, which included only 1 nonconserver.
In-group homogeneity is generally lower than out-group homogeneity (Brewer & Brown, 1998) , but it was surprising to find that those with less in-group homogeneity, or more differentiation among individuals, were more favorable to the whole in-group. Thus, at this age, in-group differentiation operated, like out-group differentiation has with older children (e.g. Katz et al., 1975) , to enhance positive evaluation. Also, children who placed more pictures of people into single-race piles showed greater in-group attachment but not out-group prejudice. The inference is that although the simple form of categorization and self-identification, as manipulated in minimal-group teams, did not explain variation in attitudes (except on the forced-choice PRAM, to be discussed later), the more commonly measured form of categorization did, entailing both racial segmentation and within-group differentiation (Brewer & Brown, 1998) .
Egocentric superiority was related here to in-group but not out-group evaluation; children who said that their own in-group preferences were the only right ones were more likely to have highly positive in-group scores. Similarly, those who were unable to conserve quantities had stronger in-group favoritism. Thus, developmentally immature ways of thinking were associated with the early formation of in-group attachment.
Conversely, those who judged a different preference to be as valid as their own had, on balance, less positive in-group attitudes but not lower out-group prejudice. Acknowledging the validity of opposing perspectives may first be experienced with in-group members who disagree and may lead children to question their egocentric assumption of in-group superiority (i.e., "Everyone agrees that my group is the best"; Augoustinos & Rosewarne, 2001) . On the same note, appreciating that two different perspectives can both be right may require an ability to distinguish between appearances and evaluation; that is, where appearances are different, evaluations may be the same, and vice versa (Aboud, 1981) . A similar ability underlies conservation, which was also associated with less in-group favoritism here and elsewhere (Clark et al., 1980) . This ability may be one of the first to make children aware that one group can be both good and bad-an awareness that is applied to their own group before being applied to an out-group.
To the extent that the PRAM reflected in-group rather than out-group attitudes, many of these correlations were replicated with it. In fact, the PRAM was correlated significantly with all but the self-identification measure. Higher PRAM scores were found among those who recognized peers as group members, perceived high homogeneity among out-group members and low homogeneity among in-group members, could not conserve, and were unable to use two or more attributes to classify people. With these kinds of results, one can see why the measure has been cited as support for the categorization hypotheses. Perhaps because it confounds in-group and out-group attitudes, it capitalizes on the correlates of both. However, with 70% of children scoring in the 9 -12 range, Note. For in-group evaluations, R 2 ϭ .35 ( p Ͻ .01); for out-group evaluations, R 2 ϭ .05 (ns). In-group homogeneity was used as the predictor of in-group evaluation, and out-group homogeneity as the predictor of out-group evaluation. ** p Ͻ .01 (one-tailed significance using t test of coefficient).
the cognitive variables might be distinguishing between very high and moderate in-group favoritism.
Out-Group Prejudice
The weak levels of out-group prejudice, though significantly greater than neutrality among 5-year-olds in the first study, underline the importance of treating out-group bias separately from in-group bias. When analyzed separately from in-group favoritism, prejudice did not appear until 5 years of age, thus challenging findings based on the PRAM that out-group prejudice appears at age 3 (Katz & Kofkin, 1997) . None of the hypothesized predictors, such as perceived out-group homogeneity, single-race sorting, or egocentric superiority, was significantly associated with out-group attitudes. These variables appeared to be related as expected to age, to show appropriate variation, and to correlate with in-group attitudes. However, if the age-appropriate task for young children is to develop an in-group attachment, then social cognitions may be used to facilitate this goal. If struggling with out-group attitudes is a more salient developmental task for children in middle childhood, then social and cognitive variables might show a stronger link to out-group attitudes at that age. Although none of Brewer's (1999) suggestions for predictors of out-group prejudice were supported here, it would be fair to say that their childhood form might be more benign than their adult form: Egocentrism may have led children to infer that people who held a different perspective were wrong; but without any moral tone, the inference did not translate into a negative evaluation. Moreover, even children who organized more photos of people into single-race piles rarely dichotomized; rather, they made single or multiple groups.
Despite the weaker levels of out-group prejudice than of ingroup favoritism in this young age group, one can still argue that out-group prejudice is unnecessarily high and detrimental to both the experiencer and the target of prejudice. In many aspects of living, children will make choices of whom to play with, to work with, and to talk to on the basis of a comparison. Among children older than 5 years, the preference is strongly for in-group members. Thus, in aspects of life where in-group alternatives are available, out-group members are less likely to receive positive recognition. Second, despite the nonsignificance of out-group prejudice levels in one of the two samples, a great many negative evaluations were actually made of the out-group. Reviews of multicultural programs emphasize how difficult these are to change (Bigler, 1999) . Finally, although I did not use a noinformation control target, Singh et al. (1998) found that their subjects assumed that the control was an in-group member. Thus, the proper comparison standard may be the in-group rather than neutrality.
Sociocultural and Methodological Issues
The limitations of this study mainly concern (a) the sociocultural nature of the samples and (b) the attitude measure. The children in these samples, who live in an environment characterized as multiethnic and bilingual, may not have the same stereotypes or status expectations about White and Black people as do children living in the United States and watching American television (Graves, 1999) . Therefore, prejudice may develop later and be lower in this sample than in some U.S. locations. However, the level of in-group favoritism should not differ if it is a developmentally valuable process rather than a sociocultural or conflictbased one (Brewer, 1999; Cameron et al., 2001) .
The MRA, while going well beyond past measures in partially decoupling in-group and out-group attitudes, may still be criticized for not encouraging a none or a neither response and for not separating in-group and out-group further into two separately presented targets (Cameron et al., 2001 ). However, neither of these options is particularly feasible with children as young as 5 years, and no reliable or valid alternative currently exists. A review of 15 studies published since 1980 with 5-year-olds and 9 studies with children from 6 to 12 years old revealed that most of the studies either presented racial/ethnic targets together and asked the child to consider whether one or more than one fit the given description (Averhart & Bigler, 1997; Bigler & Liben, 1993; Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996; Doyle & Aboud, 1995; Doyle et al., 1988) or forced the choice of only one (Corenblum & Annis, 1993; Katz & Kofkin, 1997; Kowalski & Lo, 2001; Ramsey, 1991) . Perhaps a better option is to present targets separately, one at a time (Aboud, 1980; Augoustinos & Rosewarne, 2001; Bar-Tal, 1996; Holmes, 1995; Semaj, 1980; Teichman, 2001) . The major benefit of a separate presentation is the complete decoupling of the targets being evaluated. However, either the out-group would have to be presented first or the child would have to be given some warning that in-group and out-group targets were to be evaluated. Otherwise, in-group targets would be evaluated on the basis of their unique individual features rather than their group membership (Kinket & Verkuyten, 1999) . The concern about using a simultaneous presentation is that it might heighten intergroup comparisons, but this has not been supported in research on adolescents or adults (Mummendey, Klink, & Brown, 2001) .
Concerning evaluation and response format, most measures in previous studies included from 6 to 10 positive and an equal number of negative traits to be considered separately (Augoustinos & Rosewarne, 2001; Averhart & Bigler, 1997; Bigler & Liben, 1993; Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996; Corenblum & Annis, 1993; Doyle & Aboud, 1995; Doyle et al., 1988; Katz & Kofkin, 1997; Semaj, 1980) . A few studies simply elicited spontaneous evaluations with open-ended questions (Holmes, 1995; Teichman, 2001) ; but a response that depends too much on drawing skill, verbal fluency, or recall may not accurately reflect young children's attitudes (Lerner & Schroeder, 1975) . Similarly, the use of only positive evaluations, such as liking (Aboud, 1980; Kowalski & Lo, 2001; Teichman, 2001) , is problematic because itemresponse analyses on the MRA items indicated that positive items discriminated less among those with different in-group and outgroup scores than did negative items (Ramsay, 2000) . Because of the concern that children may be reluctant to evaluate people negatively, in particular their own group, Kowalski (2002) provided a miniature "trash can" into which children could throw negative items they thought applied to none (similar to Davey's, 1983 , "Nobody Box"). The lack of such an explicit option in the present investigation may have meant that children assigned more negative items to out-group stimuli than they would have with the option. However, the concern has always been that social desirability will motivate children to avoid negative evaluations. One might reasonably ask why many White children in the present sample avoided assigning negative qualities to in-group members starting at the age of 5 years, particularly when they would have seen more of these qualities among in-group members at that age. Research shows that when friends talk with each other about race evaluations, the more persuasive ones voice the belief that all groups can harbor negative characteristics (Aboud & Doyle, 1996) .
Finally, the psychometric properties of most measures have barely been addressed in published papers. Alpha coefficients showing internal reliability of multi-item measures range from .55 to .91 (Averhart & Bigler, 1997; Black-Gutman & Hickson, 1996; Corenblum & Annis, 1993; Doyle & Aboud, 1995) . Besides the MRA, only the PRAM has published test-retest reliability. Furthermore, the MRA has solid evidence of validity, whereas this information is lacking for other measures.
In conclusion, according to several criteria, in-group and outgroup attitudes appeared to be distinct in our samples of White children under 7 years of age. In-group favoritism developed at an earlier age and reached higher levels in a larger proportion of the children than did out-group attitudes. In-group favoritism but not out-group prejudice was associated with lower perceived group homogeneity, higher single-race grouping, and higher egocentrism.
